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REMARKS 

Claims 1-10 are presented fi>r reconsideration without amendment in light of the 
following remarks and authorities. 

In response to the helpful suggestion in the office action dated April 8, 2005, we enclosed 
on April 14, 2005 a copy of the e-mail message in question providing the sender's name and e- 
mail address and the date of transmission. We requested copies of the responses to this e-mail 
message as soon as possible. We have not received a response to this request. 

It is respectfoUy requested that all responses to this e-mail message be made of recorf in 
the file of this application. 

Despite our response furnishing the e-mail message the final action states: 

36. In the second corrqilete paragraph on page 2 of the response filed 23 
November 2004, applicant requests identification of addressees of and copies of 
responses to an e-mail message received by the assignee regarding art pertinent to 
this application. Examiner is not familiar with this e-mail message. Providing the 
sender's name and e-mail address and the date of transmission might be helpful in 
identifying the message in question. P. 1 5-. 

The office action states: 

2. Claims 2, 3 and 7 through 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, because the specification, while being enabhng for an audio speaker 
system according to Claim 1 wherein the speaker is disposed in the rearward 
section of the trunk, does not reasonably provide enablement for the speaker 
occupying negligible usefiil trunk volume to cause a smaller decrease in 
calculated trunk volume than would occur with said one speaker mounted in the 
rear deck. The specification does not enable any person skilled in the ait to which 
It pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make the invention 
commensurate in scope with these claims. Specifically, the inventions of Claims 2 
and 7 require a low frequency speaker of sufiBciently small size and regular shape 
to occupy negligible space by fitting into a tear trunk comer as depicted in 
applicant's Figures 1, 2 and 6. This requires a low fi^uency speaker the 
approximate size and shape of a standard brick. At the time of the invention, low 
frequency speakers of this size and shape were not known to those of ordinary 
skill m the art. Evidence of this is found in Ziffer (March). In the paragraph 
spanmng the third and fourth columns of page 48. a professional car audio 
installer is quoted mdicating that the Bazooka bass tubes were the most compact 
bass speakers available at the time of the invention. In tbe appeal brief filed on 30 
October 2003. applicant states: "it is impossible to put these large Bazooka bass 
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spe^ers m the rear trunk comer at the rear of the vehicle". As such, applicant 
admits that the most compact bass speaker known to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention could not be employed as claimed. Applicant's 
disclosure provides no information on how to produce a low frequency speaker of 
the size and shape necessary to be employed as claimed. Claims 3 and 8 through 
10 depend from Claims 2 or 7. As such, the claims are not enabled. In addition. 
Claims 3 and 8 require rear comer mounting and so claim a compactness of the 
speaker beyond what is required by Claims 2 and 7. Therefore the failure of 
enablement is greater for these claims. In order to advance prosecution to the 
maxunum possible extent, examiner presents below prior art rejections for Claims 
2 and 7 and claims depending therefrom based on the interpretation that either (1) 
the mvention comprehends a vehicle with sufficient space between the interior 
trunk trim and the vehicle outer shell to contain a bass speaker or (2) applicant's 
disclosure admits that the occupying of negligible useful trunk volume and the 
smaUer decrease m calculated useful trunk volume is inherent in the rear comer 
moimtmg. Pp.2-3. 

^ dl' c,;^^^^^'^^*'^ arguments regarding the rejection of Claims 5 and 10 
under 35 USC §1 12, first paragraph, enablement are persuasive. P. 15 

40. In the first complete paragr^h on page 3 of the response, applicant 
traverses the rejection of Claims 2, 3 and 7 through 10 under 35 USC 51 12 first 
paragraph, enablement 

41. While, as applicant points out, this ground of rejection was not 
^eviously apphed durmg prosecution, that omission does not constitute evidence 
that the claims are enabled by the original disclosure. Further, as stated above 
under Claim Rejections. 35 USC §112, ^pKcairt raised the issue of the 
impossibility of mounting even a very compact low frequency loudspeaker so as 
to inform to the limitations of the claims in the appeal brief filed 30 October 
2003. As such, the ;rejection was made in the first Office action following 
^phcant 5 spontaneous admission that one skiUed in the art would not be able to 
practice the claimed invention. 

• J^P^^^^ alleges that the disclosed exemplary embodiment and 
associated fi-equency responses constitute enablement. Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. The exemplary embodiment discloseclin Figs. 1 and 2. page 1- lines 
21-26 and page 2: line 1 1-27 depict and describe a low-frequency speaker small 
enough to be tucked away in comer of a car trunk. At the time of the invention4 
low frequency speakers of this size were not known to those of ordinary skill in 
art. Evidence of this is found in Ziffer (March). In the paragraph spanning the 
thmi and fourth columns of page 48, a professional car audio installer is quoted 
indicatng that the Bazooka bass tubes were the most compact bass speakers 
available at the time of the invention. Since applicant admits the impossibility of 
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mounting the Bazooka bass tube so as to confoim to the limitations of the claims 

SiscSStn r ' ^^"^^y ^^^^^ be applied i 

descnbed in the claims was available to one of ordinary skill in the art As such 
the rqections are maintained. Pp. 16-1 7. 

This ground of rejection is again respectfully traversed. The parent of this application 
was filed on April 2 1 . 1 992, and in numerous office actions and in two appeals, including two 
Exammer's Answers, the sufficiency of the disclosure was never challenged. Tlie appHcation 
discloses an exemplary embodiment, and FIGS. 3 and 4 disclose actual frequency responses of 
the exemplary embodiment. An embodiment of the invention takes advantage of locating a 
speaker in the rear comer of the trunk to provide good low frequency response with a speaker 
that occupies negligible useful trunk volume. 

The recognition that it is impossible to put these large Bazooka Bass speakers ia the rear 
trunk comer at the rear of the vehicle hardly «q^oits the unsupported conclusion that the 
"disclosure provides no infonnation on how to produce a low frequency speaker of the size and 
shape necessary to be employed as claimed." The assertion, «As such, applicant admits that the 
most compact bass speaker known to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
could not be employed as claimed" is completely irrelevant to the statement in the following 
sentence. "Applicant's disclosure pn,vides no infonnation on how to produce a low frequency 
speaker of the size and shape necessary to be employed as claimed." P.3. 

The specification discloses, "As shown in the rear view of FIG. 2 placement of the 
speaker enclosure 9 is preferably in a comer of the vehicle tnink 7 (here the left comer) 
occupying negligible useful trunk volume." Page 2. lines 17-20. 

The specification further discloses, "While the speaker is shown mounted in an enclosure 
according to the preferred embodiment, the speaker could be mounted in the trunk without a 
s^arate enclosure." Page 3, lines 26-28. 

The specification further explains that "the trunk as a whole acts as a natural low-pass 
filter." Page 2. line 26-27. 
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Accordingly, withdrawal of the rgection of claims 2, 3 and 7-10 for lack of enablement is 
respectfully requested. 

The final action states: 

4 Claims 2, 3 and 7 through 10 are rejected under 35 U S C 119 <:^rr.nH 
p^graph, a. being indefinite for failing to particul^ pofnt o« an^^Sw 

^iSS 'tT'Tj^'^ir "PP^^*^^ "^^g^ ^ the invention. Cto^2^d 7 
recite the hmitahon " said one speaker mounted in said rear deck " <S il 

2 dL^*^''?.^^'' "^^^ ^'^^^^ ^ Claim. cTaiTl" from wWc" 
leS^netSSi. P^'*^" 2 recite the ^Sdon"^ 

east one speaka-", whtch encompasses one or a plurality of speakers As such it 

rear deck "^'^^l""** '^''^ ^^^^"^ " ^"''^ «P^^ ^^""ted in said 
Clarni l, from which Claim 2 depends and the antecedent portion of ClainT? 
recrte the hm.tation "at least one speaker", which encompSse^oTor 1 pStJ 
of ^eakers. As such, it is unclear whether "said one speak^" T S 
speak^s in a plurality, one speaker in a plurality or a sinde spSk^St ! 
part of a plurality. For the purpose of this Office iti(i exaS^^^I Tl 
recrtation "saidone speake.' is intended as "said at least . rT" 

A J ^ "^"^ * "P^*^ ^5^^™ "wherein said at least one 
^^er ,s disposed m a rearward (section of the trunk occupying negUribte usX 
tnmk volume to cause a smaller decrease in calculated trSvoSTj^Sn 
occur with said [at least] one speaker mounted in s^dv^ZZ^Tt^,^?'^^ 

the useful trunk volume" (page.S, lines 8-10). As is clear from awlkaSTSr f 
^e amount of usefol tr^ volume occupied by the speak^ d^5s on t£%'e 
and diape of the vehicle trunk. Applicant has de^rted a large 
«gmficant volume between the vehicle shell and thrcosmet'c^m iSSLTS 

. '^^''^^ ''^'^^Py ^^^'^^^ Applicant claims Ae 

mvenhon; as a speaker system. As such, the limitations of the claimed S^tion 

cZ. m"^! ^ ^ ^^hi''^^ ""certain conf^^^Se 

cl^ could read on a particular speaker system when it is install^S^vS^ide 
but not on the same speaker system installed in a diffeenrvXde SiS^^* 
wh^er a speaker disposed in a rearward section of the^ woSd a 
smaller decrease m calculated trunk volume than would occur aXne 
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conam a ba^s^eaker or (2) applianfa disclosure admits tSt= ,^„5™ % 

mounting orientation and posiUon tbTZ^^ ol, t^ ^^-^^ 
TZf"^ for the clain.^ configura^t ^^sS. t m ^^^^L^ 

mounting configuration need only be more soace effirit^t fk. ^ f 
efficient possible rear shelf mooting orth^raLe^Se^^^^ ^ 
rearward along the center line oftheci) to n.JtrcS '^'^ ^ ''^^'"'^"^ 
7. Claim 3 is indefinite due to dependence on Claim 2 

Pp. 3-5 ^ ^^''^ ^"^^^^^ '^"^ ^ dependence fron. Claim 7. 

rejeSion 'of clZ\:V:!l t^^TZerT^^ TATs? *I 
paragraph, indeliniteness. 

s oiiu goicnc. AS such, the rejections are maintained. Pp. 17-18. 
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me ^,e,«n a, Icas, one weaker i. dispo^ ta , ^ 

™ negh^Me ^dc v„,^ .„ ca.c a ^a-. dee_ i„ oa.c„:a«d ^ v.^^ 
than wcmld oc«T with said ooe ap«lcer mounted in said raar deck " 

be»i ."",rf •'"^^ in U.e paragraphs on page two 

beginning at line 7; ^ ' 

speskt Holes priwd"^ ^ ^^^ofHC? 

'»'^=-'-»io"tatepare«appBc.do„^ersingfl«seodonI.2,geoaoncfeto,„^ 

ooard said: 

of the sp^c^^ Z^^^Bo^^.T^ Z^r^ ^ ^ light 

truDk closest to the r^ T^ lewl^el r ' 

must appear within^ ^% "^"^ definition 

sense as the rear of thJ^veScT^Tt? T ° ^ 
readily understand tf^t thetS. ^ SJeTto .'''^J^^'' ?l specificatiou would 
the rear of the vehirle 5 ^ ^ P""^"" *^ located near 

rear fee vehicle. In our view, when claim 1 is inteipr^ted in light of the 
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indefinite rejection of clam, 1 as being vague and 

with reSc^TTbTr'^r, ^ "^^'^ "f 1-4 

Accordingb.. wiftdraw^ „f u.^ r^ection of data. 2, 3 am) 7-10 « indeMe a, ,o 

pamcubrb, point 0.. and di.ti„cUycl«„. subject matta WW* applicant ^garisaa the ta^^^^ 
IS respectfijUy requested. ''mvennon 

The final action states: 

««cipji.||r.jcrA:sois^ers;f.^^ - 

photograph S MK W ShI H- i*^*?*' " ^ 

tmnlc 1^,. a .pa,, ti,. compartn^. (viSi^S^^S^f 
40. photo caption) with a tnink floor fpaae 40 1'r roiuttiJ; i JT« 
dividingportioo (visible in a cl.«d pT.iL'S i^SpZi^&fTid 

t.«aung me mmK irora the passenger compartment. Ziffer (MslV\ fi. th^r 
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roase 40 lower t,h«^Jr i!r^u ^ •' °'^°'^Py»«S no useful trunk volume) 

(page 40, paragraph spawimg 3'd and 4th columns). Pp. 5^5. 

oaniCT,^ f^P'"' Pmsraph on page 5 ttaxiu^ the second cornnlae 

paragraph on page 6 of the iespoi.se. applicant tavetses the lejectio^" Si f 
through 4 as bemg anticipated by Ziffer (May) under 35 USc flS 

occupy:^ nXsr^tTtrT vKiiSiif n?r 

This ground of rejection is respectfully travereed. 

We rely on the authodties set forth on pages 4 and 3 of our brief that was Sled on 
Octoherao 200,. C,ain.land2ca« format leas, onelowfte^uen^ 
he tnu* Of U>e vehicle a. the tr^yc rear in a locadon spac«l Iron, the passenger compartnten, by 
toe potion Of the trunk extending «> dte Son, of the vdtide such .ha. fl,e a, leas, one speaker is 
of the ^ deck above a.e trunk floor and ou«de the sp«e fire c„n,pa„me., claim 2 
addmg that at leas, one speaker is disposed in a rearwari action of the tntnk occupying 
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to l«cp his spai^md mouS. ™om K ""«* > ^ toe. Baker Managed 

wurhe JLed^lTe So'S^rSl*'" ""O' " 

by not mounting hartwaie on the rear wall o^V«!!J 5, 

on each «de and on the bottl of S. * 

more on the oth^Het fit^^'S S h^^u"^ X''* l^'"*^^ 
of the oar. Car Audio and EleSonic ?Sy 1^0 to the sh^ 

The picture on tha, page clearly aho« ft«e apeaker. located in the side of th, trun, 
^ecn Ure rear of the trunk and ^ fi^nt. and giving up "^e fcot one each aide- and o^^ 

^^of^.™nkwithaaid„coi^hoxeaoccup,ingonecu«clho.onureleftaidea™,^^.; 
mo,, on the other hardly discloaea a speaker diaposed in a rearwan. sectt™. o, .he ^ 
-npyn^ neghgihle uae«U trunk vo.«ne to canse a snuUier decrease in calculated trunk vol„„,e 
than would occur with said one speaker mounted in said rear deck 

Accordingly. wifl>4awal of the rejecUon of citims as anticipated by the refer«»e 

Exanuner to quote verbaUm the language in .he reference „ga:„ed as cor«sponatog to each 
Inmlauonm each oftheserqected claims The Exann»i» ™, ^ »P omg to each 
reouest If.w.=,v,. a , ■ oannot comply with this 

request. I'thisgroundofie|ecbonisaMinreDeatedtheE»>.m™:. • 

, 1 . ^^^"""""^^"'nerisagamrespectfcllyreanestad 
^uo. v^batm, the lan^ge in ^ reference regarded as corresponding to each lliln^ 
each of these re ected claims ^ 



each of these rejected claims. 
The final action states: 



^nticipali Stl^er^tTfct A^ '^'^l.r'"'^ 102(b) as being 

rejections r.lloJt ^l^^^tl^lil'^^Z^I^^'' i'''^' 
in Ziffer (March) showing thc^tTS^^T *f ^^^'^'^ Photograph on page 48 
tnink ftont waU. ^ ^^^^ rearward of the 
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discloses bas?^be tTlZZlT"'' TT. ' "^^'^^^^ ^^<^ C^arch) 
Volvo 740 Turbo (i e a^eMct) T.lT^TlT^ f ' ^ 
photograph on page 47 fte tLde^dit^' 'Vr^"^^^' ""''^^^ ^ 
(visible tLjughL si^wSdo^^f ^ P"''""^^ compartment 

shows gap inVai^et be^IS Z^e tL^""' compartment (page 48. top photo 

(page 4MOP pK^n? Jt^a SS^ZoT^"' ^« ^^^"^ ^^^>> ^ 
wall (i.e.. dividing po^oS ^Z ^^fZl^^V^' T ^ ^^^^ 

deck) (While not cl^jT^^ict^f ofd^Sb^^^ T " 

inherency of a rear shelf ^ a 199^ vS^o 74^ t ^"^^^^ °^ 

"There was no factory t^ shelf3»v? - I « Ji^tin: 

the back"), with CSg ^^^:ti SJ?lh^if ;r ' H ' ^u"^ ^'^^^ 
passenger compartment. Sff^^^lS fi^^^^ ^ the 

least obe low frequency Se^^Snol^^ '^!?''''' O-^ ' *t 

48. lowest Photo^h^at t^rSik 2^1^ T^J^^ (P^^ 
compartment by S por^L of^t^^ti^^^^^ P^^^^^r 
toward the upper riLcom^ of ^wI T^ 
ZifFer (MarcS are" TSe re^ de^l^^^ ^"'^ 
spa:.ti^comUentUom%r.^Jht^^^ ^^^^^ ^ 

encWs(p5?4lfro?ph^. ^-^> <^-Ioses bass tube 

response hole'Sti 2^1™ '"^'^^^n'^ ^^^t seat frequency 

mounted ^^^a^eTlin^ir^s w ° k ^ ^'t^ "^^"S deck 

vehicle diSseTi^Mffer ShtdS.tt "'"^^ the 

lear deck speaker holes L sS l^^^ ''ff «P«^«^ iiave 

the undesi^le t^^ ^ '^^^^^ ^1?"^ 

response peak. ^ response hole and rear seat frequency 

740 Turio s^'Slo'^pS.i "^"^^^ Volvo 
without speakerho^ln f^OV^Z V^'T '^^f' ^""'^^"^ ^^elf 

back." Ziffer3;^arrh)^^tSoLt»tTd;^i^^^^^^ ^ 
holes in the vehicle foaffe 48 ^rT^!*. 1^ consideration was to not cut 

vehicle was P-^o^^Z^^tTSyl^^^:^ 
47 and 48). The Ziffer article is di^w^T.«^S ^^^raph spamung pages 
sound system and mS^o mLl^!5 u 'I?^^^ description of the vehicle 
holes. As such it Ts ti,T.^^ '^^^^ "P^^^^ ^elf speaker 

(MarchtL'Cofs^'ei'^hot' '^;7-9. ^ ^^^^^ '^'^^^^^ ^^^^ 
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O^iU'tTX'^^^^^'^''^ "i-"- vehicle is 

seat frequency response of said vehicle between 80 lon h» .^^T^^r 
undesix^ble hole between 60-80 Hz in L^H^^JCueS^ ™ ^/tS^ 
vehicle. Exannn^ respectfully disagrees. As shown aboVe^a^Sr^tttd 
that the darnied frequency response chaiacteristics are inh;r^ ^TveWc^Slre 
the low frequency speaker is trunk-mounted and the rear deck is frel of h.w / 

elements and, therefore, meets the claims. As such, the rejections are maSt^e? 

These grounds of rejection are respectively traversed. This reference is no mo.^ pertinent 
than the reference we distinguished in point I of the brief filed October 30, 2003 The present 
^ference also discloses Bazooka bass tubes and shows the large BA200KA tubes extending 
from front to rear in the trunk. Claims 4-6 are dependant upon and include this limitation and 
nothmg m the reference remotely discloses that the vehicle is chai^terized by a front seat 
frequency r^ponse and rear seat frequency response constructed and arranged to be free of an 
undesirable peak in the i^ar seat frequency response of the vehicle between 80-lOOHZ and free 
of an undesirable hole between 60-80HZ in the front seat frequency response of the vehicle 
Accordmgly, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 and 4-6 as anticipated by this xeference is 
respectftilly requested. 

If this ground of rejection were repeated, the Examiner was respectfully requested to 
quote verbatim the language in the reference regarded as co^esponding to each element in these 
rejected claims. I^e Examiner did not and can not comply with tb s i^uest. If this ground of 
rejectxon is again repeated, the Examiner is respectfully requested to quote vezbatim the language 
m the reference regarded as corresponding to each limitation in these rejected claims. 

The final action states: 

22. Regarding Claim 2, as stated above apronos of Claim i 7,««. rKs^. \ 
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anticipate all elements of Claim 2 except the at least one SDeaker h^\r>c. a^o^ a 

S ?^«ti calculated trunk volume than would occur wiTs Jd 

[at least] one speaker mounted in said rear deck Bazoftin, AilZ ^ 
^4niigujtion (third example) for use in r?eWct;Stthe "^^^^^ 
Ziffer ^y) m which the woofers are disposed adjacent ?o a^dTartlTeJ^^^^^^^ 
SSr ^fL"^".^ ^ci;dim:ted to the reaJost comi of t^-? ^^t^it* 
beTist^^e^ .^2"* s^ond oxample of Bazooka that the woofer is S^^dM o 
be disposed 3-4 mches from the waU the woofer is facing" (l.e the rear of the 

^^/'sposmon adjacent and pa^lel to the side of the trunk and 3-4 indies 
Tj^y. f in a rear trunk comer of the vehiSe I 

would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 

^Xtt zSern^^n°" "^"^^ ^""'^^ vehicirLu^T^m 
J^^fl (May) for the puipose of reducing installation time, effort and 

cost by utihzmg a ready-made subwoofer instead of fabricating on^ from rTw 
ma tenals. Applicant states in the disclosure that "placem^S^^orfte SDe2^ 
S.T I ^'f'^'^ly'' ^ -^H'-r °f the vehicle Lk ocTup^g ^eSSS 
useful trunk volume" (page 2. lines 17-20) and "because of fte w^ auto 
m^ufacturers calculate useful trunk volume/the enclosure in t^e x^J^V Se 
trunk results m a smaller decrease in calculated useful trunk volum^^ do 

admits that the occupying of negligible useful trunk volume and the smaJW 
decrease m calculated useful trunk volume is inherent in the reJtTrner moS^^ 

^emS of aar?'"^^°" ^^^^ 

23. Regarding Claim 3, as shown above apropos of Claim 2 the 
combmajon of 2Sffa- (May) and Bazooka makes obvious the speiS l^atS i^a 
rear trunk comer at the rear of the vehicle. 

24. Regarding Claim 4, Bazooka further discloses the woofers mounterf ™ 
enclosures (top and bottom illustrations). Pp. 9-10. mounted m 

di«.ir>c/L'^ff alleges that the "secondary reference [i.e.. Bazooka] fails to 
disclose the at least one speaker being disposed in rearward section of the fr^ 
occupymg ne^gible useful vohmie to cause a smaller decrease in cScuS 
bunk volume th^ would occur with the one speaker mountedt the ret S" 
Exarmner respectfully disagrees. The depiction of sedan mounting in the S^^ka 
reference m hght of the statement in that reference that the speak^'houM be 
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filt? ^ ""^^^ ^ '^^^ ^ f^^g ™eet the limitation "the at least on. 
speaker being disposed in rearwaid section of the trunk' stated ah^l in 
mamtammg that the claim is not rendered indefinite by the v^iSr of^eS T 
configuration, applicant admits the inherency of mS^Se^l?^f 
"occupying negligible usefi.1 volume to cause a smi JSrLe in cSftS 
mmk volume than would occur with the one speaker mountS^STe i^^ dec^^ 
^ rejjr comer disposition of the ^eakei. disclosed by the Bazooka refS4ce As 
such, the rejections are maintained. P. 19. wjtd reierence. As 

This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed. We rely on the authorities set forth on 
pages 8 and 9 of the response transmitted November 23. 2004. to the office action of August 23 
2004. As set forth above, the primary reference does not anticipate each element in claam l' 
Furthennore. a. noted in point one of the brief filed October 30. 2003, which the Examiner found 
persuasive, the secondary reference fails to disclose the at least one speaker being disposed in 
rearward section of the trunk occupymg negligible usefiil volume to cause a smaller decrease in 
calculated tnink volume than would occur with the one speaker mounted in the rear deck 
Accordmgly, it is inq,ossibIe to combine the primary and secondary references to meet claims 2- 
4. "Moreover, we observe that even if these references were combined in the mamier proposed 
by the examiner, that which is set forth in appellant's claims . . . would not result." parte 
Bosar, ahp op. p.7 (BPA&I Appeal No. 87-2462. October 27. 1989). "Even if we were to agree 
with the examiner that it would have been obvious to combine the reference teachings in the 
manner proposed, the r^ulting package still would not comprise zipper closure material that 
terminates short of the end of the one edge of tire product containing area, as now claimed " Ex 
parte Schwarz, slip op. p.5 (BPA&I Appeal No. 92-2629 October 28, 1992). "Although we find 
nothmg before us indicating why it would be desired to combine the references in the mamier 
urged by the examiner, it is clear to us that such a modification by itself would not i^h in that 
which ts set forth in the claims." ^^rP^rreJ^t^to, 215 U.S.P.Q. 972. 974 (BPA&I 1981) Thatit 
IS impossible to combine the prima^^ and secondary references to meet the limitations of claims 
2-4 ,s reason enough for withdrawing the rejection of them on this combination of references 

If this gromid of rejection were repeated, the Examiner was respectfi,Uy requested to 
quote verbatim the language in each reference regarded as corresponding to each limitation in 
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as 



each of these rejected clamps, and quote verbatim the language in the references regarded . 
suggesting the desirability of combining what is there disclosed to meet the terms of these 
clauns. -n.eExaminerdidnotandcannotcomplywiththisre^est. If this ground of rejection 
IS again repeated, the Examiner is again ^spectfully requested to quote verbatim the language in 
each reference regarded as con«sponding to each hmitation in each of these rejected claims and 
quote verbatim the language in the references regarded as sugsestn,g the desirability of 
combinmg what is there disclosed to meet the terms of these claims. 
The final action states: 

25. Claims 1 through 10 are rejected under 35 USC 103ra^ oc 
unpatentable over Ziffer (Ma^h) in view of Bazooka, These reSct o^lvo^f 
^bcxhm^t depict^ in the top photograph on page A^^Zi^^^S^^Zt 
the bass tubes placed near the trunk front wall. snowmg 

26. Claim 1 claims an audio speaker system for a vehicle Ziffer fMarch^ 

^y:7.oTX^ t ?f ? '^'^> ^^^^ 48;top pttoTSfi 

nh^r ^^l^"^^"* (i-e. a vehicle) (page 47i, 1 g paragraph). As is Adsible in the 

(visible through the side wmdows), a spare tire compartment (page 48 top photo 
£^4? ton ^hTf 'P-T -™P-^-t lid and floor^a t^S 

Hwwwt^if ^1 ^ , Xt!^ ^""^ P«^^8«Ph) and a rear shelf (i.e., rear 
deck) (while not clearly depicted or described in Ziffer (March) evidence ofX 
mherency of a rear shelf in a 1990 Volvo 740 Turbo sedan is fSmdTjusS 

th^r^kTwShS "h" '''''' - <^^. - I l^ad to saw out hoX 
the back ), with the dividmg portion and rear shelf separating the trunk ftom the 
passenger compartment. Ziffer (March) further discloses ^b^s^es 0^ aJ 
leas one low fi^quency speaker) disposed within the trunk of fte vehicle (oUe 
48, top photograph). The bass tubes disclosed by Ziffer (Marc^ ^Sove Se 
SifoL°Z^'* compartment (top photogra^hTn^S^^ 

speaker(5) disposed at the trunk rear in a location spaced from the nassen^er 
^^^^^\^y^^J>o^on of the trunk extending to the front o^eveSdeS 

M ^^r?^^ ^ ^ ^^^'^'^ '^^^ the one disclosed Z 

""^t^^ ^ ^'^'^ adjacent to and paraUel to th^ 

^ ^ and "directed to the rearmost comer of the trunk" Further it is 

l^l^ZX^ "l^ woofer s Sei to 

be disposed 3-tmche5 from the wall the woofer is facing" (ie the rear ofthe 
trunk). As such. Bazooka discloses the woofer disposed in a r^^ d^Stion^f 
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comer mouxitmg as the preferred configuration for a sedan. It wouTd have h?^ 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the inventi^ to Zly i£e woofS 
configumion taught by Bazooka to the vehicle sound system St bvTffS 
(March) for the purpose of ensuring pioper function of the b^tube by ilS^Z 
accordmg to the manufacturer's recommendation. ^ instalhng 

27. Regarding Claim 2, as stated above apropos of Claim 1 tbe 
combmanon of ZifFer (March) and Bazooka makes oh^oL aU elem^ of t£t 
2 renHhe1t?e'^r combination is shown to make obvious all ei:rn" of Cl^ 
2 except the at least one speaker being disposed in a rearward section of the trunk 
occupying negligible useful trunk volume to cause a smSler di^^sTt 
calculated-trunk volume than would occur with said [at le^t] one^eaker 
mounted m said rear deck. As shown above apropos of Claim 1 ie combkS 
makes obvious rear comer mounting of the bass tubes. Ap^Ik^t s^tes^Se 
disclosure that "placement of the speaker enclosure is pi^fer^ly i^a of Se 
vehicle trunk occupying negligible useful trunk volume" (page 2, SneU^SlS^d 
'T,ccause of Ae way auto manufacturers calculate useflfl tr^J volun^ tie 

u eful trunk volume than do speakers mounted in the rear deck' (page 2 J^^^ 
31). As such, apphcant admits that the occupying of neglim^le usefol ifnlr 

^ ^ trui^tiCisTnS'J^^ 

? ?^°witing. As such, the combination of Ziffer (Mamh) ai^S 
Bazooka makes obvious all elements of Claim 2. ^marcn/ ana 

28. Regarding Claim 3. as stated above apropos of Claim 2 the 

cT^T^/f^'^ obS,rall elem^s of t^aJ 

claim Further. a$ shown above apropos of Claim 1, the combination makS 

Ziffer (March) and Bazooka makes obvious aU elements of Claim 3 

«nHnci^' ^"""^ '^^^^lo^ the woofers mounted in 

enclosures (top and bottom illustrations). "wum 

resnnnih^T^^^T*^^ ^^'^^^ '^^^^^^ ^ ^^^t Seat ftequency 

response hole and rear seat frequency response peak are the result of using dS 
mounted speakers (page 3, lines 13^25). As shown below apropos of cS g L 
vehicle disclosed in Ziff«- (March) does not use deck momted^eakers^d does 

freedom fr^ "^"^J^'t'- ^ ^^^^ characterized by 

freedom from the undesirable front seat frequency response hole and rear si^ 
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fi^qu^cy response peak. As such, the combination of Ziffer (March) and 
Bazooka makes obvious all elements of Claim 5 ^Jviarcii) and 

740 ^^^^^l^^^^ZlT^Z^^^^^^ Volvo 

without speaker hole, in a'l 990 vZ IaTt^Z t^^T^^inJ^^^^^, 

bTk" zSr^Si^.tih^^?^ " ' ^ *° ouJhS:^ i?^s: 

h^- • f ^T^^ * '^^Jg" consideration was to not cut 

holes m the vehicle (page 48. paragraph spanning 3" and 0 columnsl^d th! tht 

A ?' f T ^'""^^ *° « "^n^P'ete description of the vehicle 

sound ^tern and makes no mention of rear shelf speaker, or rear idf spS 
holes THerefore It is clear that the rear deck in the vehicle di^ofe^ in^^S 
^arch) IS free of speaker hales. As such, the combination of Ziffe? (S^chtS 
Bazooka makes obvious all elements of Claim 6. ^Marcn; and 

32. Regarding Claun 7, as stated above apropos of Claim 6 the 

cS^^e'r^flT' ^.^"^'^ ^ «l--ts Of t^: 

claim. Therefore the combmation is shoAvn to make obvious all elements of Claim 
7 except the at least one speaker being disposed in a rearward secS^n of Ae J^k 
occupymg ne^,gible usefol trunk vohmie to cause a si^S dec^^ 
calculated trunk volmne than would occur with said [at leastt ^elTakS 
mounlBd m said rear deck. As shown above apropos of ClLim T2e ZmU^Z 
makes obvious rear comer mounting of the bas^ tubes. Appli^^^te^TT 

vehicle truii occupying negligible useful trunk volume" (page 2, lines nSm^d 
"because of ttie way auto manufechirers calculate usTfil^ JoW 
enclosure in the comer of the trunk results in a smaller decrease cSat^ 
useful trunk volume than do speakers mounted in the i.ar dZ^l^extf^j. 

vi ui^rd^S; ^^^.'^ -^^^B of neghgftle^us^M ^ 

volume and the smaller decrease in calculated usefbl trmik ^iSne is inher»?^ 

SIT ["'^^^g- As such, the combination of Ziffer fMarSraiS 

Bazooka makes obvious all elements of Claim 7. iVAarcn; ana 

33. Regarding Claim 8, as stated above apropos of Claim 7 the 

cT^"^:'S'^i:.^"^k'^ ^^"^"^ all eiS^s Of t£: 

ob^uJlS above apropos of Claim 1. the combination makes 

Z^rr^^wTd«"T*"^°^*u ''''' ^ combinationTf 

^iSer (March) and Bazooka makes obvious all elements of Claim 8 

34. Regarding Claim 9, Bazooka further discloses the woofers mounted in 
enclosures (top and bottom illustrations). wooiers mountea m 

resnon J h t^^^^ Claiin 10. appUcant discloses that the front scat frequency 
response hole and rear seat frequency response peak are the resuh of usiiTSS 
moulded speakers (page 3. lines 13-25). As shown above apropos of cS^6 fte 
vehicle disclosed m ZifFer (March) does not use deck moS%iS^/have 
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rear deck speaker holes. TTierefore, it is inherently characterized by freedom from 
the u^desnable front seat frequency response hole and Zr s^TlZ^ 
i^ponse peak. As such, the combination of Ziffer (Mstch) and B^ooS mS2 
obvious all elements of Claim 10. Pp.1 1-15. ^azoojca makes 

52. In the last complete paragraph on page 10 of the resDonse 
applicant frav^^es the rejection of Claims 1 through 10 as beiTpi^s fa 
view of Ziffer (March) and Bazooka under 35 USC §103(a). 

f -, » .^PP^i«=^t's arguments arc limited to the assertion that Ziffer (March) 
I^tJ^I? S "^^'^^""^ ^'""^'^ r^^Z^ 

This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed. We have shown above that the primary 
reference fails to anticipate claim 1. and nothing in the secondary reference discloses limitations 
in claims MO. It is impossible to combine these references to meet the limitations of claims 1- 
10. 

Should this ground of rejection be repeated, the Examiner was respectfiilly requested to 
quote veibalim the language in each reference regarded as corresponding to each element in 
these rxjjected claims and quote verbatim the language in the references regaixied as suggesting 
the desirability of combining what is there disclosed to meet the terms of these claims. The 
Examiner did not and can not comply with this request. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection 
of claims 1-10 as unpatentable over the primary reference in view of the secondary reference is 
respectfully requested. Should this ground of rejection be repeated, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to quote verbatim the language in each reference regarded as corresponding to each 
lunitation in these rqected claims and quote verbatim the language in the references reganled as 
suggesting the desirability of combining what is there disclosed to meet the limitations of these 
claims. 

In view of the forgoing authorities and those previously cited, remarks and inability of 
the prior art alone or in combination, to anticipate, suggest or make obvious the subject matter as 
a whole of the invention disclosed and claimed in this application, aU the claims ate submitted to 
be in a condition for allowance and notice thereof is r^spectfiilly i^juested. Should the 
Examiner believe this ^plication is not in a condition for allowance, the Examiner is 
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r«pectMly requested to telcphoae fl>. un^^ attorney a, 617-521-7014 to dkcuss what 
additional ateps the Examiner believaa are neoeaaary to place the ^Koation i„ a condition for 

allowance. 

Respectfully submitted, 
FISH & RICHARDSON P.C. 
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